SENT BY: HOWISON, & ARNO; 



972 479 0464 



j APR -21 -06 5:36PM; 



PAGE 10/17 



Claims 1 and 14 were objected as the Examiner considered the teim "the purpose tliereof not 
louring to the particular destinaticm ^ 
However, the specification sets forth that the uniqu^ 

and, as such, it requires some type of translation database or translation table; Applicant has amended 
the claim to clarify this in that it sets forth that the route inforraation does not identify nor is it inherently 
associated with a routing path to a destination location on any network. In the Specification, at page 34, 
line 22, for example, one type of unique code is aproduct code which is provided in the form of a "link" 



something more to actually connect the user's : 
that the specification clearly supports that this 



to a product This is product information, and it requires 
computer to some web page. As such, Applicants believe 
limitation to the unique information i$ such thiot it describes other than routing information and, as such, 
Applicants believe that the clarifying amendments are supported by the specification. 



Claims 1*17 stand rejected , under 35 UJSuC. 102(e) as being anticipated by GiffitrtL This 
rejection is respectfully iraversed. 



The Examiner Has indicated that Applicants 1 prior argument was directed toward the fact that 
the prior art did not disclose as an input a unique code that has no routing information contained therein. 
Applicant has fiirther clarified that it not only does not have routing infomiation but 
particular unique information is not ^s$to routing information; A phone number, in 

contradistinction, is a routing number. It has one specific purpose, and that is to connect someone to a 
user. This isacttstinctlydiffei^t^ 

claim. As such, Applicant believes that this one ^ distinction distinguishes Applicant's claim over that 
of Giffbrd. Therefore, Applicant does; hot believe that Giffard anticipates Applicant's present concept,, 
as defined by the amended claims: Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 35 
: U.S.C. Section 102(e) with respeet to claims 1-17." 

Applicant has carefully revieWed the Office Action dated October 21, 2005. Applicant has 
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amended Claims 1 and 14 to more concept. R«^isa<kratibn and 

favorable action is respectMly requested. 

Applicant has now made an earnest attempt in order to place this case in condition for allowance. 
For the reasons stated above, Applicant resptctfiilly reqiiests fiiil allowance of the claims as amended. 
Please charge any additional fees dr deficiencies in fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account 
No. 20-0780/PHLY-24,737 of HOWISON & AKNOTT, L.OV 



jJA:GMH:jlh:sjg 

P.O. Box 741715 
Dallas, Texas 75374^1715 
Tel: 972-479-0462 
Fax: 972-479-0464 
March 20, 2006 



HOWISON & ARNOTT, UL.P: 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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